
Environmental Health Coalition Discussion Paper 
Prepared for the Joint Meeting of the City of Chula Vista and Port District, 

January 18,2007 

Our region is at an energy crossroads. Several important actions are under debate and 
slated for decision in the next year. Depending on how the decisions turn, the impacts 
on our future, for better or worse, will be significant. Environmental Health Coalition 
(EHC) is very concerned about the impacts of these decisions on our environmental 
health. The current proposal for a large combination baseloadlpeaker plant on the 
Bayfront will cause unacceptable pollution on western Chula Vista and will continue a 
long history of environmental injustice for this heavily impacted community. 
Construction of an unnecessary, multi-billion dollar transmission line promises to be 
nothing more than a line of exploitation to under-regulated power plants south of the 
Border or to dirty power in other states. It is vociferously opposed by local elected 
officials in Imperial County. 

Fortunately, these are not our only options. 

Our challenge locally is that many of the agencies with decision-making authority are state 
agencies and view projects through a narrow, issue-specific lens. They are not accountable to 
local residents who will have to live with the impacts of their decisions. The energy utilities are 
large corporate entities that have a legal obligation to serve the interest of their stockholders 
and, so, will not be looking out for local residents' interests. It is now undisputed that the 
global climate crisis is real and as a coastal region with limited water supplies our local 
decisions also have broader implications. 

However, what is very clear in this debate is that we, local governments and community, have 
to look out for our own interests. Whether it is our desire to protect and improve our air 
quality, maintain local influence over energy generation, control rates, protect our diminishing 
natural habitats, maximize efficiency, energy security, or promote in-basin clean renewable 
energy, it is up to us to ensure that the decisions that are made are right for the people of this 
region. 

As it looks now, the only significant near-term decision to be made by a local agency is the Port 
District's decision whether or not to enter into a 45-year lease for a new, large power plant on 
the Chula Vista Bayfront. The only constraints on energy development may be whatever 
conditions the Port places on a new leaseholder. EHC holds that any decision of this magnitude 
must be made with adequate information and carefully given how long we q l h u ~ ~ t  live &h 

the results of such a decision. 
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How should the South Bay make this decision? 
We all seek safe, clean, reliable, and sufficient energy to meet the needs of a growing 
region. The question is how best to achieve this. We see four critical questions before 
us: 

What is our future needlenergy gap? 
What are the options for meeting (or reducing) the need? 
What is the best option? 
How can we implement the best option? 

It is critical that South Bay leadership evaluate the evidence available in terms of 
its impacts on South Bay and to forge a unified position on these questions. We believe 
that this is necessary to avoid the concentration of power infrastructure in the South 
Bay which was attempted after the crises caused by gross energy market manipulation 
in the late 90's. We urge the Port and the City and other elected officials to establish an 
entity to interpret the analysis that will be forthcoming from the energy agencies in the 
next 6-8 months and to address the questions above. 

We offer the following considerations and recommendation actions for your review. 

What is our future needlenergy gap? 

This question is not as easy to answer as one might think and depends on a lot of 
variable factors and some unknowns. Almost every meeting held by SANDAGfs 
Energy Working Group reveals new options and a more refined analysis of the regional 
energy calculus. Many analyses have demonstrated a generation gap of between 700 
and 1100 MW by 2015. Most recently, the Energy Working Group (EWG) noted that 
several in-basin options were available to close the gap including one option that had 
no replacement power located on the Chula Vista Bayfront and one option that located 
65-400 MW there. 

San Diego Gas and Electric recently filed their Long Term Resource Plan (LTRP) 
with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for the period 2007- 2016. The 
LTRP estimates a load deficit for the San Diego service area of 278 MW by 2010 and 
only 574 MW by 2016. This estimate assumes that the South Bay Power Plant retires 
and is not replaced, and that the Sunrise Powerlink is not built.' Before our region 
commits to either a new power plant on the Chula Vista Bayfront or a new major 
transmission line into the region, we need to examine all the options for filling our 
future energy needs, and make a decision that moves our region closer to 



environmental and energy security. Once we know the size of the gap and the type of 
energy generation we need, we can knowledgably examine the options. 

What are the options for meeting (or reducing) the need? 

In examining options, EHC urges all decision-makers and those responsible for 
energy planning for the region to pursue alternatives that: 
1. prioritize in-basin generation (gas and renewable) over imported generation, 
2. maximize energy efficiency and demand response, and 
3. pursue localized transmission upgrades rather than new massive power lines 

As a region, we should seek in-basin solution first, before accruing massive 
commitments that export money and jobs and move us further away from a secure and 
environmentally sound energy future. Below are some of the options under each of 
these categories that should be explored under this step. 

1. Prioritize In-Basin Generation (Gaslrenewable) over imported 
generation 

Gas-Fired Generation Considerations 

Baseload vs. Peakers: We need to evaluate how many new baseload plants are needed 
and where they would be best located. Also, since the peak drives a lot of the 
construction demands, peakers, in proper locations, should be developed as part of the 
mix. These are cheaper to build than large baseload plants and can be used only when 
needed. In their 2007-2016 LTRP, SDG&E identifies peaker plants as a means to meet 
demand through 2010, and that this would "allow for a planned retirement of older 
generating units in the service area"." While peaker plants are less efficient than base 
load plants, they run infrequently to meet temporary peaks in energy demand that 
generally occur on hot summer afternoons. They can be more economical to build and 
run, and produce lower overall air emissions than a base load plant. The LTRP states 
that new "peaking facilities are expected to run at low capacity factors".iii 

The location of any gas-fired solutions' impact on community health: Where plants 
are located is critically important to air quality and the health of local residents. The 
location and size of the gas-fired generation may have a significant impact. A recent 
article in the Voice of San Diego revealed that western Chula Vista has two of the three 
zip codes in the top ten of polluted zip codes for both toxic and criteria  pollutant^.^' 
Part of what we need to evaluate is the area of air pollution impacts for all gas-fired 
options. 












